The Course of Geography: A View about the Process of Wealth. Creation and Distribution by Bernardo Blum
THE  CURSE  OF  GEOGRAPHY:  A  VIEW  ABOUT  THE  PROCESS
OF  WEALTH  CREATION  AND  DISTRIBUTION
BERNARDO S. BLUM*
1. INTRODUCTION
This paper presents an alternative view of why geography is a key
determinant of the process of wealth creation and distribution of the countries. A
new set of supporting evidence is also provided. The core ideas explored in the
paper are: a) the exporting sector offers a picture (an x-ray) of a country’s underlying
process of wealth creation and distribution. Efficient producers and therefore
exporters of manufactures, for example, have high incomes and low levels of
inequality while exporters of crops and raw materials have low incomes and unequal
income distributions; b) the export mix of a country is largely determined by three
fundamentals: resources, remoteness, and climate. Manufacturing, for example,
likes cool climates, educated workforces, and locations close to high-wage
marketplaces.
Two are the suggested mechanisms linking geography to growth and
inequality that are not present in the existing literature. First, because of high fixed
costs, manufacturing requires operating the equipment at high pace for long hours,
creating a distinct disadvantage for the tropics. Second, because the exchange of
complex uncodifiable messages can only be done on a face-to-face basis, with the
participants within a handshake of each other, the production of ideas and new
products is firmly rooted where it has always been, in the economic centers of the
globe. As a result, toys, apparel, and footwear are footloose. Machinery and
pharmaceuticals are not.
Links between physical geography and economic development have been
proposed at least since Machiavelli (1519). More recently Gallup, Sachs, and
Mellinger (1998) indicate four major areas where it has been suggested that physical
geography may have a direct impact on economic productivity: transport cost,
human health, agricultural productivity, and proximity and ownership of natu-
ral resources. In that paper, as well as in Sachs (2001), empirical evidence is
provided supporting that geography indeed has direct, as well as indirect, effects
on economic development. Hall and Jones (1999) and Engerman and Sokoloff
(1997) argue that physical geography may affect economic development by shaping
the countries’ institutions. Acemoglu, Johnson, and Robinson (2001), Rodrik,
Subramanian, and Trebbi (2002) and Easterly and Levine (2002) go one step further
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suggesting that once controlling for the effects of institutions, geography has no
direct impact on economic development. However, McArthur and Sachs (2001)
show that the results in Acemoglu et al. (2001) are not robust to increases in the
sample of countries used in the analyses.
The main conclusion of the paper is very disturbing to far away –resource
abundant– tropical countries. Climate, natural resources and remoteness can
together explain a great deal of the variability of incomes and inequality across
countries. This suggests that governments may have a much smaller role on
economic development than what is usually supposed by economists. After
controlling for climate, natural resource abundance, and location, Latin America,
for example, is not unusual in its trade dependence, export composition, GDP per
capita or income inequality.
2. EXPORTS ARE THE MOST IMPORTANT SOURCE OF WEALTH AND INEQUALITY
Wealth is primarily generated by exports. By definition this is not true for
the globe overall, but it is indisputably true for individuals in advanced developed
countries, who “export” almost 100% of what they produce.  Although large
countries might experience internally-driven growth, most countries are more like
individuals. Their production structures are specialized and their growth comes
from expanding efficiently the activities they are good at, and exporting the surplus
to the rest of the world.
The export mix also determines the way income is distributed among
production factors. Factor returns vary greatly depending on the set of products
in which a country has comparative advantage. Wherever the output mix is such
that raw labor or human capital (specially the type created by training) are intensively
used, inequality tends to be low because those inputs are, by their own nature,
widely owned. That is the case of manufacturing. Where human capital is poorly
rewarded compared with other capital assets, like physical capital or land, ownership
of the most important productive inputs tends to be concentrated on the few and
inequality is high. That is the case of countries that export primary products and
crops and ideas.
Besides being associated to equality, manufacturing has also been the
main source of wealth in the industrial age. That does not mean that other activities
have been technologically stagnant. On the contrary, both agriculture and resource
extraction have experienced an increase in mechanization that closely parallels the
observed progress in manufacturing.  Indeed, mechanization of agriculture and
raw material extraction is similar to mechanization of manufacturing activities.  In
the sense that it puts into the hands of workers expensive equipment that needs to
be operated for long hours at high pace to cover the capital costs.   This creates
high-effort high-wage opportunities for workers with some formal education.  It is
also similar in the sense that it lowers the labor to output ratio.  The difference is
that agriculture and resource extraction have a fixed input: land.  Mechanization
lowers the worker to land ratio and thus reduces the number of jobs in agriculture.
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In manufacturing the number of jobs can be maintained or even increased in the
face of increased mechanization provided that manufacturing can attract the needed
amount of capital.   In addition to that, and maybe more important, throughout the
20th century it was product innovation that allowed manufacturing to keep its
employment level.
3. MANUFACTURING IS DONE IN COLD CLIMATE, CLOSE TO MARKETS AND
SEPARATED FROM AGRICULTURE
The ability of a country to attract manufacturing is determined by three
features: resources, location and climate.  Manufacturing prefers cold climates
where equipment can be operated without breakdowns at high pace for long hours
during the day. Manufacturing seeks an educated workforce what is usually not
offered by natural resource rich countries. And many manufacturing activities
prefer to cluster next to like activities and close to the high-wage markets of North
America and Europe and Japan.
a. Resources: Industrialization is harder for natural resource rich countries
Natural resources may have been helpful in the pre-industrial age but make
it harder for a country to develop manufacturing activities. Natural resource rich
communities invest their scarce savings mostly in land improvements, in permanent
crops, in extractive equipment, and very little in human capital, which has a very
low return on a coffee plantation or the equivalent.   This creates a barrier to
development since once the resource is fully developed and further wealth
accumulation could come only from growing manufacturing, the educational system
may not be ready to prepare the workforce for jobs on the factory floor. Equipment
may then seek workers in other communities that have the literacy skills needed in
the command-and-control hierarchical organizations that lead the global
competition in manufacturing.
There are some notable exceptions to the hindering effects of natural
resources in the northern regions of Europe (Finland and Sweden) and North
America (Canada).   The comparison between Latin America and these northern
softwood producers may not be completely meaningful.  Softwood logs are different
from coffee, since wood processing can extend from sawing to the much more
human and physical-capital intensive operations in pulp and paper.  Food
processing is more limited in scope and may not support extensive investment in
human capital.  Secondly, as we will argue below, manufacturing likes cold weather,
which is in abundant supply in Canada, Finland and Sweden, but very scarce in
Latin America.  Also, these softwood producers may be different from Latin
American countries with regard to human capital formation, since these northern
countries may have made a heavy commitment to broad human capital accumulation
for non-economic reasons prior to the period when the private rate of return to
human capital exceeded the private rate of return to physical capital.  Furthermore,
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these softwood producers sit right on top of the attractive markets in Europe and
North America, while Latin America is far away.  For that reason, and others,
educational investments may not have a sure payoff.  Indeed,  Argentina, a formerly
wealthy natural resources exporter still had substantial measures of human capital
accumulation, but nonetheless did not manage to make the transition to an indus-
trial economy.
b. Climate: Equipment doesn’t like hot humid areas
The need to spread the large fixed cost of capital over the labor input makes
industrial equipments and factories seek climates in which the equipment can be
operated for long hours at high speeds (see Leamer 1999).  The problems confronting
manufacturing in the tropics are many.  Human effort and attentiveness are hard to
maintain for extended periods of time in hot and humid climates, and machines
break down more frequently.   It is only with the advent of air-conditioning that
manufacturers started moving “south” in search of low wages, but in these hot
and humid climates workers must, in effect, rent the equipment, and pay the added
capital costs for the air-conditioning, and the marginal operating costs as well.
This keeps a permanent gap between wages in the “North” and wages in the
“South.”
c. Location: Communication of complex ideas requires face-to-face meetings
Both the industrial age and the post-industrial age require workers to mas-
ter complex new tasks that the new equipment and new products demand.  Leamer
and Storper (2001) argue that this human capital is created only by close human
interactions (watching the master), a communication technology which dictates
the geographic concentration of innovative manufacturing.  While great
improvements in transportation and communication technologies have made it
much cheaper to transport goods and codifiable messages, these technologies
help very little in the transshipment of uncodifiable knowledge. Only when products
mature and become standardized can the knowledge of how to produce them be
codified in words and blueprints and sent to remote locations where the products
can successfully be made.  The productive activities at these remote locations
tend toward the mundane and the repetitive, and thus require much less human
capital than the innovative activities done at the great centers of both the indus-
trial and post-industrial ages.
d. Location: Enforcement of contracts is best done in close proximity
In addition to allowing the transfer of complex messages, closeness can be
important for the maintenance of guarantees.  “Search” goods whose value is
transparent from a single inspection can be exchanged through long-distance and
faceless transactions. But “experience” goods have value that is revealed only
through years of use, and it is essential for the buyer to be able to find the seller in
the event that the product does not live up to its explicit or implicit guarantees.
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4. EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE
This section shows some new evidence supporting the views discussed
above. Specifically I seek support for the notion that cross-country differences in
export composition explains a sizeable amount of the cross-country variation
in income and inequality levels, and that export mix is ultimately determined by
remoteness, resources, and climate. Given the limited space available only a selected
set of new evidence is shown, most of it regarding the remoteness effect on output
and export mix. A larger bulk of evidence as well as a detailed discussion of the
dataset used can be found in Blum and Leamer (2003).
4.1. Data correlations
Table 1 displays simple correlations among trade patterns, GINIs and per
capita GDPs for 71 countries in 1987.  Land shares in different climates and a
measure of remoteness were also added to the table. Countries’ exports are grouped
in 10 aggregates1.
The top of the table shows the variables that are highly correlated with
inequality and per capita incomes while the bottom displays the variables that are
mildly or not correlated with income or inequality. Inequality and per capita income
are heavily correlated with exports composition, location, and climate zones.
Countries closer to markets, net exporters of machinery and chemicals, and countries
located in temperate and snow humid or ice tundra climates tend to have higher
incomes and more equal income distributions. Farther away countries, net exporters
of tropical agricultural products, and countries located in tropical and subtropical
climate zones tend to have lower per capita income and more inequality.
In Table 2 countries are clustered according to their main export products in
1987.  The average per capita GDP and Gini coefficients by group are reported at
the bottom of the table. The second column, for example, shows the countries
whose export mix is concentrated on tropical agriculture products. The columns of
the table are sorted according to the group’s per capita income starting from the
lowest one. Notice that the categories are a little different from the product
aggregates defined above. One group, for example, is defined as forest products
and machinery exporters. The reason for that is that exporters of forest products
are also exporters of machinery.
1  See Leamer (1984) for a discussion about how to define those aggregates.
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CLUSTERING OF COUNTRIES ACCORDING TO THEIR MAIN EXPORTS 1987
Note:  MCA refers to Mixed Comparative Advantage.  Detailed information is available upon request to the author.
GDP Gini Remoteness Net exports (share of total) Percentage of area in a given climate zone
TROP MACH CHEM TROPD TEMH SNOH TUN TROPH SUB HIGH
GDP per cap. 1
Gini -0.58 1
Remoteness -0.55 0.48 1
TROP. -0.51 0.51 0.32 1
MACH 0.52 -0.46 -0.4 -0.23 1
CHEM 0.71 -0.45 -0.55 -0.47 0.54 1
TROP -0.45 0.34 0.2 0.42 -0.26 -0.42 1
TEMH 0.64 -0.52 -0.3 -0.39 0.49 0.59 -0.39 1
SNOH 0.51 -0.31 -0.29 -0.23 0.34 0.25 -0.19 -0.03 1
TUN 0.46 -0.21 -0.24 -0.18 0.11 0.25 -0.16 0 0.64 1
TROPH -0.33 0.39 0.28 0.43 -0.35 -0.39 0.09 -0.32 -0.16 -0.13 1
SUB -0.31 0.26 0.34 0.12 -0.11 -0.1 -0.12 -0.18 -0.11 -0.09 -0.12 1
HIGH -0.23 0.36 0.27 0.24 -0.21 -0.34 -0.15 -0.21 -0.14 -0.04 0.36 -0.12 1
GDP Gini Net exports (share of total) Percentage of area in a given climate zone
PETRO. MAT FOR ANL CER LAB CAP MON STE DES TEMD SNOD
GDP per cap. 1
Gini -0.57 1
PETRO. -0.08 0 1
MAT. -0.18 0.22 0.02 1
FOR 0.21 -0.15 -0.04 0.1 1
ANL. 0.07 0.06 -0.04 -0.05 0.01 1
CER -0.02 0.31 -0.09 -0.01 0.03 0.21 1
LAB -0.27 -0.03 -0.23 -0.17 -0.1 -0.07 0.01 1
CAP 0.18 -0.21 -0.19 -0.17 -0.03 0.02 0.25 0.35 1
MON -0.14 0.05 -0.07 0 0.1 -0.02 -0.01 0.22 -0.05 1
STE -0.15 0.15 0.14 0.13 -0.15 0.09 0.21 0.16 0.22 -0.09 1
DES -0.11 -0.05 0.19 -0.01 -0.22 -0.09 -0.08 0 0 -0.06 0.28 1
TEMD 0.06 -0.17 -0.2 -0.13 -0.05 -0.3 -0.13 0.35 -0.05 -0.06 0.04 0.01 1
SNOD -0.02 -0.1 -0.04 -0.08 -0.05 -0.03 -0.05 0.35 0.2 -0.02 -0.08 -0.05 -0.05 1
TROP CER PETRO MAT LAB MCA FOR &
MACH
MACH & CAP &
CHEM
ANL
Madagascar Malawi Nigeria Zambia Hong Kong Denmark Finland Japan Iceland
Honduras Argentina Venezuela Suriname Israel Uruguay Sweden Germany New Zealand
Tanzania Mexico Bolivia Dominican Rep. Ireland Malaysia UK
Costa Rica Syria Chile Portugal Netherlands Canada Italy
Fiji Indonesia Papua N. Guinea India Morocco USA
Guatemala Egypt Australia Malta Zimbabwe France
El Salvador Peru Thailand Norway Singapore
Ghana Jamaica Philippines Panama Austria
Colombia Tunisia Brazil Belgium
Ecuador Turkey Pakistan Spain





1820 3107 3353 3759 4851 6424 11838 11999 12731
Gini 46 54 40 47 41 40 35 32 36
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The results are clear: exporting tropical agriculture, cereals, raw materials,
and petroleum is associated to low incomes and high inequality. Exporting forest
products, machinery, capital intensive manufactures, and chemicals is associated
to high incomes and low inequality. Exporting labor-intensive manufactures
helps a little, but not much.
4.2. The remoteness effect
Who is remotely located and who is not? In order to answer this question
I use Leamer ’s measure of distance from global GDP2. Such a metric is suggested
by the traditional gravity model that explains trade between pairs of countries as a
function of their distance and economic masses.
Table 3 shows the countries’ distance to the world GDP in 1997 together
with the number of positions gained/lost since 1982.  A couple of important facts
are apparent from Table 3.   European and North American countries are, by and
large, close to world's GDP.   Asian, Northern African, and Central American
countries are intermediately located while South American, Oceania, and Central
and Southern African countries are very far away. Moreover, Table 3 indicates that
the relative positioning of the countries in the world is quite stable over time,
hardly varying in the last 15 years. The main change happened as a consequence
of the sparkling economic growth experienced by Asia and the bad performance of
Latin America. The economic success of the Asia NICs (newly industrialized
countries) pulled the whole region closer to the world markets. The moving up of
the Asian economies came mostly at the expenses of the countries in the Americas.
TABLE 3
REMOTENESS
2 See Leamer (1997) for details about this measure.
Country Dist (Km.) Gains Country Dist (Km.) Gains Country Dist (Km.) Gains
1997 Losses 1997 Losses 1997 Losses
Belgium 1459 0 Turkey 4525 -1 Ghana 7201 -4
Netherlands 1634 0 Israel 4981 1 Philippines 7255 4
Germany 1880 0 Syria 5069 1 Cameroon 7521 -3
France 1958 1 Hong Kong 5075 14 Thailand 7584 4
UK 1959 -1 Dominican Rep. 5103 -4 Ethiopia 7617 -4
Canada 2574 0 Jamaica 5134 -4 Malaysia 8198 5
Denmark 2612 0 Egypt 5247 -2 Peru 8250 -4
Austria 2680 1 Honduras 5854 -1 Brazil 8297 -4
Ireland 2732 -1 Barbados 5904 -1 Bolivia 8400 -4
Italy 2845 0 El Salvador 5926 -1 Sri Lanka 8488 0
Japan 2971 8 Mexico 5939 0 Uruguay 8674 -2
Norway 3157 -1 Guatemala 6006 0 Indonesia 9265 5
Sweden 3300 0 Venezuela 6010 -3 Malawi 9464 1
Spain 3310 -2 Panama 6219 -1 Zambia 9467 -2
Tunisia 3594 -1 Costa Rica 6229 -1 Argentina 9529 -2
Finland 3664 1 Pakistan 6382 1 Chile 9673 -1
Portugal 3718 -1 Colombia 6596 -2 Zimbabwe 9710 -1
Malta 3840 0 Suriname 6653 -2 Madagascar 10176 0
USA 4031 -4 Singapore 6805 11 Papua N. Guinea 10312 0
Greece 4042 0 India 6839 2 Fiji 11596 0
Korea 4165 8 Ecuador 7104 -2 Australia 12156 0
Iceland 4243 -1 Bangladesh 7107 3 New Zealand 12610 0
Morocco 4325 -1 Nigeria 7161 -2
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Table 4 shows the effects of distance on countries’ output patterns. Using
the distance measure discussed above and output data I compute the share of the
world production originating at countries that are closer than 6,000 Km. to the
world’s GDP and the share produced in countries that are farther away than that.
The choice of 6,000 Km. is arbitrary and largely motivated by the fact that the
South American countries are all farther away than that. As a basis for comparison
the second row of the table shows the share of GDP originating in these two
groups of countries. The data is sorted starting with the products that production
is more concentrated around the GDP center of the world and ending with the
products which production is typical of remote areas.
Once again supporting the view presented in the previous sections, Table
4 shows that physical and human capital intensive manufacturing, most typically
the sectors where performing complex tasks are required –like instruments and
machinery– are the ones heavily concentrated around the GDP centers of the
world. Although not shown here, even after controlling for the endowments’
distribution in the world, the central economies have a disproportionately large
share of the world’s production in sectors like Chemicals, Machinery, and
Instruments.3
TABLE 4
EFFECT OF DISTANCE ON OUTPUT PATTERNS
4.3. The exogenous determinants of wealth and inequality
Even though all sorts of correlations have lent support to the ideas pushed
in this paper, I am fully aware of the gap between those and causal relations. I
argue, however, that of the variables expected to be linked to the countries’ income
3  See Blum and Leamer (2003).
Industry < 6000 Km. > 6000 Km. < 6000 Km. > 6000 Km.
GDP 0.77 0.23 Coal 0.77 0.23
Instruments 0.94 0.08 Liquors 0.77 0.23
Printing & publishing 0.91 0.09 Pharmaceuticals 0.77 0.23
Vehicles 0.90 0.10 Food 0.74 0.26
Machinery 0.89 0.11 Electricity 0.72 0.28
Furniture 0.87 0.13 Iron & steel 0.72 0.28
Metal products 0.86 0.14 Petrol & coal products 0.71 0.29
Glass products 0.85 0.15 Apparel 0.70 0.30
Plastic products 0.85 0.15 Rubber 0.69 0.31
Pulp & paper 0.84 0.16 Livestock 0.69 0.31
Electric/electronics 0.84 0.16 Footwear 0.68 0.32
Pottery 0.84 0.16 Petroleum refineries 0.68 0.32
Sawmills 0.82 0.18 Tobacco 0.66 0.34
Crude oil 0.82 0.18 Leather 0.65 0.35
Misc. manufacturing 0.81 0.19 Textile 0.65 0.35
Basic chemicals 0.79 0.21 Fishery 0.57 0.43
Non-ferrous metals 0.79 0.21 Agriculture 0.49 0.51
Clay & cement 0.78 0.22 Forestry 0.46 0.54
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and inequality, share of area under a given climate zone, remoteness, land
endowments, and energy reserves are truly exogenous to the process of wealth
creation and distribution. Table 5 adapted from Blum and Leamer (2003) shows
how these variables affect income and inequality in 1987.  These are weighted
regressions with variance of the residual assumed to be equal to the labor force,
thus producing regression estimates analogous to a mean with weights equal to
the labor force.  There is no constant in the equation because the climate shares
add to one.  Furthermore, for computing the t-statistics, the mean has been
subtracted from the dependent variable, and the t-values on the climate proportions
test if that climate zone is unusual compared with all the others, not a test if the
effect is zero.   Finally, the resource variables are standardized to have mean zero
and variance one, thus allowing the coefficients on the climate variables to refer to
the effect of climate on a country with average endowments and to allow the
coefficients on the resource variables to measure the effect of a one-standard error
increase. The climate variables in the table have been sorted by the climate effect
on GDP per capita and the resource variables by the resource effect.  The final
columns of the table indicate climate shares of several countries to help make clear
what these climate variables represent.
TABLE 5
WEIGHTED REGRESSION ESTIMATES
(Weight = labor ^.5). 1987 data
t-stats on climate variables test for differences among the coefficients, not zero.
For GDP per capita, the best climate zones are the cold and cool ones (snow
humid and temperate humid), climates the US and Sweden “enjoy”, but Brazil does
GDP Per Capita GINI
Estimates Estimates Climate Data
coeff. t-stat coefficient t-stat Total Brazil Arg. US Sweden
Climate shares
Snow humid $19,082 5.6 48.77 1.33 5% 0% 0% 26% 69%
Temp. humid $12,143 4.8 37.63 -0.34 22% 5% 26% 32% 26%
Snow dry winter $9,590 0.4 68.65 0.95 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Tropical humid $6,596 0.3 30.86 -1.15 11% 20% 0% 0% 0%
Tropical monsoon $4,846 -0.5 46.8 1.09 3% 2% 0% 0% 0%
Temp. medit. $4,277 -0.8 40.96 0.3 8% 0% 0% 6% 0%
Arid steppe $3,194 -0.6 32.99 -0.4 7% 0% 28% 18% 0%
Highland $2,968 -0.9 72.8 2.52 8% 0% 17% 11% 0%
Tropical dry winter $2,926 -2.8 49.54 3.11 21% 63% 0% 0% 0%
Temp. subtrop $1,694 -1.7 27.08 -1.51 7% 10% 12% 0% 0%
Arid desert $1,506 -2.3 36.14 -0.47 8% 0% 16% 4% 0%
Ice tundra -$18,807 -1.3 -134.35 -2.93 1% 0% 0% 3% 5%
Resources: Stand. dev. from mean Resources data
Cropland $2,898 4.8 0.48 0.24 0 0.2 1.8 -0.2 0.8
Energy $984 1.8 1.93 1.11 0 -0.3 -0.1 -0.2 0.1
Forestland $-909 -0.6 16.35 2.89 0 0.4 0 0.1 -0.2
Remoteness -$1,828 -2.3 1.09 0.43 0 0.8 1.3 -1.1 -0.8
R-squared 0.88 0.4
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not. These climates are associated with per capita GDPs of $19,000 and $12,000.
These climates support GDP per capita that are statistically higher than average.
In the other direction, the climates that are statistically inferior are tropical dry
winter and arid desert.  Brazil has the former and Argentina and Chile (28%) the
latter. These climates support GDP per capita of only $2,926 and $1,506 respectively.
Chile is also abundant in highland climate (35% of its land enjoys such a climate)
which supports GDP per capita of only $2,968.  Abundance of cropland contributes
to GDP per capita.  A one standard deviation increase in cropland increases GDP
per capita by $2,898.  Remoteness is not a good thing.  A one standard deviation
increase in remoteness reduces GDP per capita by $1,828.
The Gini regression confirms what we suspected: the climate with tropical
dry winter which yields a weak GDP per capita, also yields a high Gini coefficient.
A highland climate (think Chile) is also associated with unequal incomes while ice
tundra (think Canada and Norway) comes with equal incomes. While remoteness
lowers per capita incomes, it does not increase inequality.  Forestland is estimated
to raise inequality.  That variable does not distinguish hardwood from softwood
forests and may be reflecting mostly the cutting of tropical hardwoods.  Indeed, as
can be seen in the data it is Brazil not Sweden that has abundant forestland.
5. CONCLUSION
This paper presented the very disturbing empirical regularity that climate,
natural resources and geographic location, can together explain a great deal of the
variability of trade, incomes and inequality across countries. It also suggested a
couple of new mechanisms explaining why that might the case. The findings
discussed above imply that governments may have a much smaller role on economic
development than what is usually supposed by economists. After controlling for
climate, natural resource abundance, and location, Latin America  is not unusual
in its trade dependence, export composition, GDP per capita or income inequality.
A ray of hope may come from the examples of Canada, Sweden and Finland,
which are countries that are rich in natural resources but nonetheless have managed
to attract high-wage complex manufacturing tasks.  The successes of these countries
surely depend partly on education and closeness. This suggests that economies
like the Latin American’s could possibly escape the curse of geography through
improvements in education and through reductions of the economic, legal and
social distances from the high-income markets in North America and Europe.
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